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| nt roducti on

In recent years there has been an increase in the use of
cognitive pretesting nethods for survey questions. This paper
represents one such cognitive evaluation that was particularly

i nteresting because the popul ation of interest consisted of
respondents who were difficult to recruit and for whomthe topic
of the questions was potentially sensitive. |In addition, the
interview ng situation was expected to be hanpered by the
respondents' | anguage skills. This paper will focus on the

met hod used to | ocate these respondents and the flexibility of
the cognitive interview ng nethodol ogy enployed in this

eval uati on.

This eval uation focused on a series of questions known as the
nativity questions. These questions are used to coll ect
information on the foreign-born population in the United States.
Respondents are asked for their country of birth, their nother's
country of birth, their father's country of birth, whether they
are citizens of the United States, their citizenship type, and
their year of immgration. (See Appendix A for Original Nativity
Questions). The nativity questions were designed to all ow

conpari sons between different foreign-born groups and between
different inmgrant cohorts based on their citizenship status and
their length of exposure to U.S. culture. This data is sought by

denogr aphers and policy makers in order to assess the inpact of



i mm grant popul ati ons on the country's econony and on broader

soci etal issues.

The Census Bureau was asked to evaluate these nativity questions
before their proposed inclusion in the Current Popul ati on Survey
(CPS). Including these questions in the CPS is inportant because
it provides the only large scale data collection on the foreign-
born population in the United States between decennial censuses.
The purpose of this evaluation was to: a) inprove the quality of
data elicited fromthe nativity questions by eval uating how
respondents interpreted and conprehended the questions; b) to
make the questions easier for respondents to answer and c) to
determne if the nativity questions were perceived as "sensitive"

in the context of the CPS intervi ew.

In terns of questionnaire design, these questions are very

i nteresting nethodol ogically because the targeted popul ati on
consi sts of foreign-born persons, nmany of whom are non-native
Engl i sh speakers. Further, the potentially sensitive nature of
t hese questions posed interesting questions in ternms of how
respondents should be recruited and where interviews should be

conduct ed.

Cognitive interviews were conpleted in two phases to determ ne
how respondents interpreted and responded to the nativity
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questions. The first phase of interviewng allowed for the

eval uati on of problens respondents encountered when answering the
nativity questions. The questions were then revised and the
second phase of interview ng provided an opportunity to assess

the effectiveness of the proposed question revisions.

This paper will focus on a subset of the nativity questions.
Questions related to citizenship, citizenship type and year of
immgration into the U S. provided interesting insights about the
respondents' conprehension of various terns and will be the focus
of this paper. The renainder of this paper will discuss foreign-
born respondent recruitnent for potentially sensitive questions,

t he nmet hodol ogi cal issues involved in conducting cognitive
research wiwth a non-native English speaking popul ati on, and the
results of the evaluation for the nativity citizenship question

series and the year of inmm gration question.

Respondent Recruitnent |ssues

As stated earlier, foreign-born persons were the target-

popul ation for these questions. W decided to select respondents
from Hi spani c, Asian, Wite European and ot her Non-Hi spanic
categories of foreign-born populations. It was al so decided that
bot h bilingual (Spanish-English) and nonolingual (Spanish)
respondents would be recruited fromthe Hi spanic population in
order to evaluate the Spanish translation of the nativity
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guesti ons.

Two initial dilemas surfaced early in the planning stages of
this research. The first centered on determ ning where we coul d
| ocate and then recruit this population for interviewing. W
wanted to include respondents froma variety of countries with a
range of English |anguage skills and citizenship statuses. The
second issue focused on where we coul d conduct the interviews.

W were sonmewhat concerned that the nature of these questions

m ght be sensitive to the population of interest and we wanted to
ensure that our respondents would agree to participate in the

research and would feel confortable in the interview situation

Fortunately, both of these dilemmas were easily resolved with the
help of a community organi zation. W were able to coordinate
respondent recruitnent through a community center that had ties
to the Hi spanic community and to another community organi zation
whi ch specialized in providing services for foreign-born Asian
popul ations. Having this introduction into the comunity was a
true asset. First, the community organi zati on provi ded access to
peopl e that we woul d not have had access to without the community
center's help. Second, using the conmunity center provided non-
threatening locations for conducting the interviews. Respondents
were interviewed in the community centers. These organizations

wer e deened trustworthy by respondents and were known for
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provi di ng nuch needed services. This facilitated the cooperation

required for our cognitive interviews.

The community organi zation that arranged respondent recruitnent
was unable to | ocate any comunity centers that targeted their
services toward Wiite Europeans. Therefore, the Wite European
respondents were recruited through their |ocal restaurant

enpl oyers and were interviewed in those restaurants.

By using these procedures, we were able to recruit the range of
respondents we desired. |In the first phase of cognitive research
we conducted 24 cognitive interviews. The age of our respondents
ranged from 18 to 64 and their |evel of education ranged from
third grade to undergraduate coll ege degrees. Six interviews
were conducted with nonolingual H spanics in Spanish with the
Spani sh version of the questionnaire. The nonolingual Hi spanic
respondents were from Cuba, the Dom ni can Republic, Guatenal a,
and Mexico. W conducted 5 interviews with bilingual H spanics
in English and these respondents were from Cuba, Cuatenal a,
Honduras, and N caragua. Seven interviews were conducted with
Asians fromVietnam Two interviews were conducted fromthe

ot her Non- Hi spani ¢ category and these respondents were from Sr
Lanka and Liberia. Four White Europeans fromltaly, Ireland, and

France were al so i ntervi ewed.



The second phase of cognitive research consisted of 23 cognitive
interviews. Respondents ranged in age from21 to 55 and ranged in
education |level fromno formal education to an MBA. W conducted
five interviews with nonolingual Hi spanics in Spanish with the
Spani sh version of the questionnaire. These respondents were
from Col unbi a, El Sal vador, Honduras, and Peru. Seven interviews
were conducted with bilingual H spanics in English. Qur

bi I i ngual Hi spanic respondents were fromBolivia, Costa Rica, the
Dom ni can Republic, El Salvador, Guatenmala, and Nicaragua. Five
Asians from Vietnamwere interviewed. Two interviews were
conducted fromthe other Non-Hi spanic category and these
respondents were from Guyana and Canmeroon. Four Wite Europeans

were interviewed and they were from Austria, Ireland, and France.

Met hodol ogy

The nativity questions were evaluated within the broader context
of the CPS denobgraphic questions. The cognitive interviews were
conduct ed usi ng concurrent think-aloud procedures. Respondents
wer e encouraged to discuss what they were thinking as they
responded to the questions. The researchers foll owed a protocol
to probe respondents about their understanding of the questions.
Specific probes were used to eval uate how various key terns were

conprehended and under stood by respondents.



It should be noted that these procedures were sonetinmes difficult
to enploy with this popul ation of respondents. Sone of our
interviews were conducted in Spanish wi th nonolingual Spanish
speakers to eval uate the Spani sh version of these questions to be
i ncluded in the Spanish version of the CPS. However, we were

al so quite concerned about attenpting to conduct this type of
interview with non-native English speakers in English. W
thought that it mght be difficult for respondents to think-al oud
when they were trying to translate concepts fromtheir native

| anguage to English. However, since for nost of these
respondents the actual survey interview would be conducted in
English, we decided to attenpt this procedure with the know edge
that at tinmes it would be difficult. W believed that obtaining
linguistic information fromrespondents was the nost effective
way of evaluating the term nol ogy enployed in the questions and
the types of information respondents had avail able to them when

answeri ng the questions.

Many of the respondents were fromlow incone areas with little
formal education and it seened that the task of thinking al oud
was unfamliar and difficult. These interviews often required
the use of specific question probes. Thus, nmuch of the
informati on we obtained fromrespondents was in response to
specific questions and not froman uninterrupted flow of

t hought s.



There were al so additional problens fromthe interviewers'
perspective. It was difficult to conduct these interviews
because of respondents' accents and their l[imted famliarity

w th spoken English. On occasion we could not deci pher what was
being said and at other tinmes unfamliar words were being

i ncorporated from other |anguages. In these cases non-ver bal
comuni cation, such as smles, nods and gestures, helped to

facilitate the interaction.

At the end of the cognitive interview, respondents were also
probed on sensitivity issues. These probes were designed to
determ ne how i ndi vidual respondents felt about answering these
guestions and how t hey thought other people may feel when they
wer e asked these questions. |In general, each cognitive interview

was approximately 30 mnutes in | ength.

Cognitive Interviewing Results

A. Ctizenship Question: (Are/ls) ... a CITIZEN of the United

St at es?

The purpose of the citizenship question is to determ ne whet her

t he household nmenber is a citizen of the United States. This
question is only asked if citizenship status cannot be determ ned
fromthe country of birth questions. It should be noted that the
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citizenship question only distinguishes between those who are
U S citizens and those who are not. This question does not nake
di stinctions between any other immgration statuses (i.e.,

permanent resident, political refugee, illegal alien, etc.).

In general, respondents tended to understand the citizenship
gquestion. They knew what a citizen was and whether or not they
were citizens. Respondents also seened to know the difference
bet ween being a citizen and a variety of other statuses (i.e.,
political refugee, permanent resident, |egal resident, |egal
alien, holding a green card, and having an illegal status).

For exanple, this respondent discussed the difference between

having a green card and being a citizen:

|: What is the difference between soneone who just has

a green card and soneone who is a citizen?

R Because | can work. Now, | have ny green card.
can work everywhere except the police and different job
i ke that or the arny. | can't go to the arny because
| amnot a citizen. | need the citizen to go to

the arny, navy, everywhere |ike that.

O course, their beliefs were not always consistent with the
legal reality of these statuses but they clearly knew what a
citizen was and whether they had that status. As another
respondent illustrates:

|: Are you a citizen of the United States?

R No. | think not yet but in the future. [If | have
been here they say for five or six years | can be a citizen.

heard sonebody say that. You |earn about Anerica or sonething.

9



The majority of individuals with |Iegal statuses felt that there
was not a major difference between being a citizen and their
status. Many nentioned that they al so pay taxes and that the
only real differences were in terns of being qualified for
governnent jobs and being eligible to vote. Respondents with
illegal statuses often nentioned that they had fewer
opportunities and rights than citizens or legal aliens. Many
respondents knew that one can acquire U. S. citizenship through
birth in this country or through conpleting sonme process. As one
respondent said:

R Well, I think you have two kinds of citizenshi ps,
two kinds of citizens. Either by birth or by docunent, paper.
G ven the | ack of conprehension problens with the citizenship
gquestion, changes to this question were not warranted for the

second phase of cognitive interview ng.

During the second phase of cognitive interview ng, respondents
were again certain of their own citizenship status and were able
to make distinctions between being a citizen and other types of
statuses. Respondents were also able to explain why they were or
were not citizens of the United States. For exanple:

|: Are you a citizen of the United States?

R No.

l: I'n your own words, what does the term"citizen" nean
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to you?

R | don't ... | don't understand.

l: | just want to know what you think the definition of
the word "citizen" is.

R Acitizen is a person who belongs to this country.
That person has the right to vote or join the governnent.

|: Can you tell nme nore about why you are not a citizen
of this country?

R A person nust live here for five years, take a test,
obtain history course, then can person becone citizen.

In general, their reasons included whether they had been in the
country for the required | ength of |egal residence before
application, whether they had studied for and passed a test,
whet her they had been interviewed by INS and sworn their
al | egi ance and whether they carried a U S. passport. Thus, there
appear to be clear nmarkers our respondents used for determ ning
citizenship status. |In addition, respondents knew that the
citizenship status was reserved for people who were born in this
country or who went through sone process. As illustrated bel ow,
this distinction between being born a citizen and becom ng a
citizen through sone process was often di scussed.

|: Can you tell nme the difference between a resident
alien and a citizen?

R Aresident alien is a citizen of another country who
is permtted to live and work in the United States under U S.
immgration laws. A citizen is sonebody who was either born in

the US or chose to becone a citizen of the U S. under U.S.
naturalization | aws.

B. Gtizenship Type Question:
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(Were/Was) ... born abroad of an Anerican parent or

parents, or (are/is) ... a citizen by naturalization?
After a respondent indicates that he/she is a U S. citizen, the
citizenship type question is used to determ ne whether the person
wth US. citizenship was born with citizenship or whether the
i ndi vidual acquired citizenship through the process of
naturalization. Only those people who are born in the United
States, Puerto Rico, or an Qutlying Area (i.e., Anerican Sanpa
Guam U.S. Virgin Islands, Northern Marianas, or other U S
Territory) and those who are born abroad of Anerican parents are
born with U S. citizenship. Everyone else nust go through the
process of naturalization to acquire citizenship. The major
di stinction between these two types of citizenship is that a
naturalized citizen underwent a process to acquire citizenship
whereas non-naturalized citizens are born with U S. citizenship.
In addition, naturalized citizens may not run for the Presidency

of the United States.

The citizenship type question was sonewhat problematic and
difficult to evaluate. Many of our respondents were not citizens
and did not have citizens in their households; therefore, we did
not find an overwhel m ng nunber of respondents who woul d be asked
this question. |In order to nore fully evaluate the terns

enpl oyed in this question we asked all respondents specific
foll ow up probes which requested definitions of the foll ow ng
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ternms: "born abroad," "Anerican parent," and "citizen by

naturalization."

We found that the term "born abroad" was very difficult for the
maj ority of respondents to conprehend. Respondents' definitions
i ncl uded such things as being born on a ship and being first-
generation born in the United States. There were several
respondents who understood the termbut they tended to be better
educated wth better English |anguage skills. It should be noted
that all respondents in the Wite-European category understood

this term

The term " Anerican parent” out of context is sonewhat difficult
to understand. Most respondents chose to define the two words
separately. The majority of our respondents defined Anerican as
being born in the United States. The nmmjor exception cane from
the Asians (who were all Vietnanese) and they tended to include
both those born in the U S. and those who were naturalized.
Several other respondents expressed that "American" could refer
to anyone fromone of the "Anericas" and felt that this term
referred to a geographical |location that included the United

States but was not limted to it.

"Citizen by naturalization" was understood by those respondents
who had either conpleted the process or were contenpl ating
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undergoi ng the process. O these respondents, nost understood
that there was a process, although the specific requirenents for
t hat process varied anong respondents. On the other hand, this
termwas problematic for the majority of our respondents who were
not citizens. These respondents tended to say that a "citizen by
naturalizati on" was soneone who was born here. Perhaps they were
confusing the term"naturalized" wth "natural." This is
potentially problematic for proxy responses where the individual
respondent is not a citizen but other nenbers of the househol d
are. In addition, nost of our respondents seened to realize that
you could either be born with citizenship or you could go through
a process to attain citizenship. However, this question did not
allow themto nake this distinction because all terns in this

guestion were not clear.

Thus, the citizenship type question was problematic. This
question used nultiple terns which were difficult for respondents
to understand (e.g., born abroad and naturalization). 1In
addi tion, many respondents did seemto realize that an individual
could be born with U'S. citizenship or could go through a process
to attain citizenship but this question did not allow respondents

to make that distinction.

In order to allow respondents to nmake the distinction between
being born a citizen and becom ng a citizen after birth, a two-
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step question was proposed as displ ayed bel ow.

a. (Were/Was) ... born a citizen of the United
States?
b. Did ... becone a citizen of the United States
t hrough naturalization?
These questions did not enploy the confusing terns (e.g., "born
abroad," "Anerican parent," or "citizen by naturalization") from
the original citizenship type question. |In addition, these

guestions were shorter and require sinple yes or no answers

i nstead of making a distinction between two anbi guous choi ces as
in the first phase citizenship question (See Appendi x B)

During the second phase of cognitive interview ng, al

respondents who were U. S. citizens answered these questions
correctly. W did not encounter anyone who was born with U S
citizenship and none of our respondents wongly reported that
they were U. S. citizens through birth. Thus, it seens that
respondents were able to answer the "born a citizen" question
correctly. Once again, we did not find an overwhel m ng nunber of
respondents or househol d nenbers who were U. S. citizens during
these interviews. In order to ensure that the termnology in

t hese questions was thoroughly eval uated, we again asked specific
guestions about the terns used in both the "born a citizen" and

"becone a citizen" questions.
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When probed for the neaning of being "born a citizen of the
United States,"” the vast majority of respondents stated that it
meant being born in the United States. A few respondents

i ncl uded being born to U S. citizen parents but this was not

di scussed by nobst respondents. However, for this popul ation of
forei gn-born respondents it was nore inportant for themto
realize that they were not born with U S. citizenship than to
denonstrate that they knew individuals born abroad to Anerican
parents were also born with U S. citizenship. Answers to this
gquestion were fast and even respondents with poor |anguage skills
did not indicate a need for clarification of the words used in
the question. |In addition, when probed for the neaning of being

"born a citizen of the United States," several respondents
spont aneousl y asked whether the interviewer wanted to know t he
di fference between being born a citizen and being a naturalized

citizen.

As stated earlier, none of our respondents who were U.S. citizens
were born with that citizenship and they were able to correctly
answer the "born a citizen" question. |In accordance with the
skip pattern, they were then asked if they becane a citizen of
the United States through naturalization. Al respondents
correctly answered this question. For exanple:

k: Kﬁre you born a citizen of the United States?
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| . What does being born a citizen of the United States
mean?

R Well, I think it nmeans that you are born in the
United States.

|: Did you becone a citizen of the United States
t hrough naturalization?

R Correct. Yes.

In addition, many of those respondents who were not citizens but
wer e asked about the terns used in this question knew that if

t hey thensel ves becane citizens this is how they woul d be
classified. They associated this with a process although it was
not always easily verbalized. Defining the term"naturalization"
was still problematic for many respondents. This difficulty was
once again nore pronounced for those individuals who were not
naturalized citizens but even those people who knew that they
were naturalized citizens sonetines had trouble defining the

term However, these respondents did not have trouble describing

the process as illustrated bel ow.
R Naturalization. Wll, the neaning of the word |
don't understand, but | know the nmethod. It neans that you go

t hrough testing through imm gration and then once you pass the
test in reading, witing, and hearing then you get your
citizenship. The process is called naturalization.

In addition, this question was often acconpani ed by quick

responses which indicated that the answer to this question was

readily available to the respondent.
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Thus, the new citizenship type question series was a definite

i nprovenent over the original question. This series allowed
respondents to differentiate between being born with U S
citizenship and undergoing a process to becone a citizen by
naturalization. The shorter sentence structure and sinpler word
choi ce which was adopted in these new questions facilitated
respondi ng. Al though one could infer that those individuals who
are not born with U S. citizenship nust be naturalized, we feel
at this tinme it is still necessary to ask respondents to provide
that information directly. In terns of validity we feel that a
di rect answer would be nore informative and would all ow the
respondent to feel a sense of closure by identifying the category
where they belong. Providing an answer to this question all ows
the respondent to feel that all information has been obtai ned.
In addition, it seens that this two-part question series creates
the context which is needed to nmake the distinction between the

two types of citizenship.

C. Year of Immgration: Wen did ... cone to the United States

to stay?

The purpose of the year of immgration question is to neasure the
| ength of permanent residence in the United States in order to
determ ne the |l ength of exposure to U S. culture. This serves as
an i nportant factor in evaluating other denographic data on

18



forei gn-born individuals.

The year of imm gration question produced an overwhel m ng nunber
of actual dates!. The mpjority of respondents could not only
provi de the year very quickly but they could also provide a nonth
and sonetines even a day. Wen asked about this | evel of detai
many responded that this was a very neani ngful date, one that
they could never forget. This date was associated with nmajor
life changes and also used in "official" paperwork (i.e.,
i mm gration, social service assistance) quite often. As one
respondent not ed:

| : When did you cone to the United States to stay?

R October 3, 1989.

And how di d you renenber that date?
R Because it was an inportant date. | began ny life

here.

On the other hand, respondents had a very hard tine expl aining
how they interpreted this question. W were able to ascertain

t hrough the use of very specific additional questions that nost
peopl e gave the date that they entered the United States for the
first tinme. This may be due to the fact that many of our

respondents had never left the U S. since the date they reported

'I't should be noted that this was not true for the
nmonol i ngual Hi spani cs who were interviewed in Spanish. This
group tended to first nention the nunber of years and then
generate an exact year.
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or had only left for short periods of tine. They seened to have
a strong feeling of the differences between a "vacation or a
visit" and "living or staying." For those who had been in the
U.S. before the date that they provided, nost stated that it was
only for a short tine (i.e., ranging froma few weeks to one
year) and many had even forgotten about it until they were probed
for such details. Although this question tended to be associ ated
wth a clear date for nost respondents, it is troublesone that
they had difficulty explaining the neaning of the question. Many
peopl e stated that this question was asking them"when did | cone

here to live." For exanple:

| . What does cone to the United States to stay nean to

you?

R To live.

l: To live?

R Yeah, to stay. When you stay sonewhere you |ive
there. That is how!l look at it. How |l understand it. Wen you
live sonewhere you ... You said stay right? You used the word
stay?

As a result of these findings, we suggested revising the question
wording to incorporate the term"cone to |ive" which was used by
respondents. W also wanted to ensure that this revised wording
woul d take into account the natural process respondents used when
answering the original question. It was inportant for he revised
guestion to reflect the recall strategy of providing an exact
year so we proposed the follow ng question: Wen did you cone to

live in the United States?
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The revised question wording of the year of immgration question
seened to be easily understood by respondents. All but three
respondents answered this question with an exact year for their
sel f-response to this question? Many respondents al so
spont aneously included a specific nonth and day in their answer
to this question. However, when estimating an answer to this
guestion for other household nenbers when the specific
i nformati on was not known, respondents sonetines provided an
answer in terns of the nunber of years. It seens that it was
easier for respondents to provide their estimtes of |ength of
ti me based on the nunber of years rather than on a specific year
Several respondents indicated that when they were uncertain of
the arrival tine of a household nenber, they based their response
on an estimte which focused on the anmount of tine they
t hensel ves had been in the country. Thus, their own arrival tine
served as the conparison point for estimating the anmount of tinme
ot her househol d nenbers had resided in the United States. For
exanpl e:

| : When did Joe conme to live in the United States?

R OCh, you got ne. | don't know. | think eight years
ago.

| : Ei ght years ago?

R Yeah, 'cause when he told nme, I was thinking that I
have been here I|ke a couple years before him

’Pl ease note that the trend for nonolingual Hi spanics to
first generate t he nunber of years and then an exact year
was not found during this phase of cognitive interview ng.
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When probed about the neaning of the phrase "coming to live in
the United States," respondents tended to explain a tinme when

they "settled here," "noved here" or "started a life here."

There seened to be sone permanence to this decision as indicated
by describing this as a tinme of establishing thensel ves here and
intending not to | eave. Respondents were nuch nore verbal about

the nmeani ng of this revised question than they were about the

original year of inmmgration question.

From speci fic additional questions about the answer given in the
year of inmm gration question, we |earned that several respondents
had been in the U S. before the date they stated in this
guestion. These respondents made a cl ear distinction between
those earlier entries and the entry they gave in response to the
year of imm gration question. This distinction was based on the

difference between a "visit" or "vacation" and "noving to a
country" or "comng to a country to live." In addition, several
respondents had been back to their country of birth for a period
of a few weeks to several nonths after the date given in response
to the year of immgration question. Again, these absences were

categori zed by the respondents in terns of a tenporary situation

such as a vacation or visit.

The revised question wording of the year of inmgration question
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al so proved to be an i nprovenent over the original question
wording. This was evidenced by an increased ability for
respondents to explain in their own words what the revised
guestion neant to them The majority of responses reflected the
use of a recall strategy based on an exact year which was
associated with a major event. In both interview phases,
respondents indicated that this date represented an inportant
time in their lives that they would not be likely to forget.
However, not all respondents first generated an exact year and we
felt that this question should allow for respondents to utilize
their owm natural recall strategies. This was acconplished by
desi gni ng response categories which accept either an exact year
or the nunber of years with an exact year verification procedure

(See Appendi x B).

D. Sensitivity Probes

As stated earlier, during both phases of cognitive interview ng
respondents were probed on the sensitivity of the questions.
Several respondents indicated that they were suspicious and
guestioned the true use of the information they had provided. It
becane clear that several respondents thought the information may
be used for deportation purposes. It should also be noted that a
few respondents waited until the tape recorder was turned off
before el aborating on their concerns. Respondents often
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verbalized their concern that many people woul d not want to
answer these questions because they would be afraid based on
their immgration status. Qher respondents stated that these
guestions were sensitive because of the situations which | ead

themto | eave their country.

On the other hand, many respondents indicated that these
guestions were not at all sensitive. The nmain reason stated for
this lack of sensitivity was that the content of the questions
was based on information that was factual. Apparently, foreign-
born individuals are asked often about where they are from and
when they arrived in the United States. This topic is comopn in
official situations (e.g., food stanp applications or inmmgration
applications) as well as in social situations (e.g.,
conversations with friends and nei ghbors). On the other hand,
the majority of respondents did state that the information
requested in the interview was sensitive in nature. They felt
that the questions were personal and noted that people may not

al ways answer themtruthfully. This was particularly the case
for individuals with illegal or problematic inmgration statuses

or those who knew others with immgration difficulties.

When probed for which particul ar questions were sensitive, a
variety of topics were deened personal or sensitive. These

responses spanned a wi de range of questions which included our
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practice question of "what did you eat for dinner last night,"

t he househol d roster, the race question, and the nativity
sequence. Many respondents had difficulty verbalizing which
specific questions were particularly sensitive but focused on the
content of the questions and it was clear that the nativity
series was noted by many.

It may be the case that respondents found a wi de variety of
gquestions in the interview to be sensitive because of the | evel

of in-depth probing which is required in a cognitive interview.

It should be pointed out that although respondents said that

t hese questions were sensitive, they did not refuse to answer
them We have no way to evaluate the truthful ness of responses,
however; several respondents indicated that they were in the
United States illegally and this is not the expected socially
desirabl e response. 1In addition, we did not |ocate an
overwhel m ng nunber of U S. citizens, a protected |egal status,

| eading us to believe that we did receive nmany truthful
responses. So although this information may be deened sensitive,

it does not necessarily inply that it will not be provided.

Di scussi on

In terns of meeting our research goals, the cognitive eval uation
was successful. W feel confident that we have questions which
are better conprehended by respondents (e.g., the two part
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citizenship type question series). In addition, the inproved
gquestion format all ows respondents to provide information in a
way that reflects their understandi ng of concepts and their

recall strategies (e.g., the year of inmmgration question).

In terns of sensitivity, we determ ned that the content of the
nativity question series may be perceived as sensitive. The
degree of perceived sensitivity varied anong respondents and this
was probably related to their immgration status (e.g., |egal
versus illegal) and other consequences of their particul ar
situations. However, we also | earned that respondents were
willing to talk about this potentially sensitive topic in great
detail. W feel that the involvenent of the community

organi zation in respondent recruitnent and the |ocation for
conducting the interviews facilitated respondents' wllingness to

di scuss this topic.

This eval uation al so denonstrates that cognitive interview ng

met hods can be fruitfully applied in situations where respondents
have | ow | evel s of English proficiency. The flexibility of this
techni que al |l owed changes in question probing strategies which
resulted in a wealth of information about the types of rel evant
know edge the respondents' possessed. Overall, our respondents
tended to provide nore information when responding to specific
probes than to the general request to "think-aloud." Thus,

26



t hrough the use of specific probes we were able to obtain

i nformati on about how respondents' interpreted the questions even
t hough they could not always verbalize that information directly
(e.g., for year of immgration question). Although |anguage
skills create sone problens when conducting these interviews
(i.e., accents and foreign vocabul ary) these problens were not

i nsur mount abl e.

Thi s eval uati on suggests that the standard concurrent think-al oud
procedure can be successfully nodified to neet the needs of
speci al popul ations. Qur nethodol ogy enpl oyed a nodified
concurrent think-al oud procedure by incorporating specific
probi ng questions. Future research nmay suggest other tools
(e.g., vignettes or visual aids) or questioning strategies which
in conmbination with concurrent think-al oud procedures woul d

produce the data we need to nore fully eval uate survey questions.
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Appendi x A

Nativity Questions for Phase 1

NATVTY I n what country (were/was) ......... born? (Enter Code)

MNTVTY In what country was ......... 's nother born?

FNTVTY In what country was ......... 's father born?
<1> United States <2> Puerto Rico

<3> Qutlying Area of the U S. (Anerican Sanpa, Guam U. S
Virgin Islands, Northern Marianas, Qher US. Territory)

<4> Canada <17> Quyana <30> Mexi co

<5> Canbodi a <18> Hai ti <31> Ni caragua

<6> China <19> Hondur as <32> Peru

<7> Col onmbi a <20> Hong Kong <33> Phi |l i ppi nes

<8> Cuba <21> Hungary <34> Pol and

<9> Dom nican Republic <22> India <35> Port ugal

<10> Ecuador <23> lran <36> Russi a

<11> El Sal vador <24> Ireland/ Ere <37> Scot | and

<12> Engl and <25> Italy <38> Tai wan

<13> France <26> Jamai ca <39> Thai |l and

<14> Ger many <27> Japan <40> Trini dad &

Tobago

<15> G eece <28> Kor ea/ Sout h Kor ea <41> Vi et nam

<16> Cuat enul a <29> Laos <42> Yugosl avi a
<43> O her

| NTERVI EVER | NSTRUCTI ON:

I f NATVTY = US (1) --> END sequence for this respondent

I f NATVTY = PR (2) or QA (3) --> go to | NUSYR

| f MNTVTY and FNTVTY = US (1), PR (2) or QA (3) -->go to
| NUSYR

I f NATVTY or MNTVTY or FNTVTY = DK --> go to CI Tl ZN

ClI Tl ZN (Are/ls) ... a CITIZEN of the United States?

(1) YES -->go to CITTYP
(2) NO -->go to I NUSYR
(3) DK -->go to I NUSYR

CITTYP (Were/Was) ... born abroad of an Anerican



parent or parents, or (arel/is) a citizen by
naturalization?
(1) Born abroad of an Anerican parent or parents
(2) Gtizen by naturalization
(3) K
I NUSYR When did ... cone to the United States to stay?
(1) YEAR 19

(2) BEFORE 1950
Appendi x B
Final Revised Nativity Questions

The next few questions ask about each househol d nenber's country
of birth.

NATVTY In what country (were/was) ......... born? (Enter Code)
MWNTVTY In what country was ......... 's nother born?
FNTVTY In what country was ......... 's father born?

(same country codes as in Appendi x A)

| NTERVI EVER | NSTRUCTI ON:

I f NATVTY = US (1) --> END sequence for this respondent
I f NATVTY = PR (2) or QA (3) --> go to I NUSYR
I f MNTVTY and FNTVTY = US (1), PR (2) or QA (3) -->go to
| NUSYR
I f NATVTY or MNTVTY or FNTVTY = DK or R--> go to CITIZN
Cl Tl ZN (Are/ls) a CITIZEN of the United States?
(1) VYES --> go to CITTYPA
(2) NO --> go to I NUSYR
(3) DK --> go to I NUSYR
(4) R --> go to I NUSYR
Cl TTYPA (Wer e/ Was) born a citizen of the United
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St at es?

(1) VYes --> go to | NUSYR
(2) No -->goto CITTYPB
(3) DK -->go to CITTYPB

(4) R -->go to I NUSYR
CI TTYPB Did ... becone a citizen of the United States
t hr ough naturalization?

(1) VYes --> go to | NUSYR

(2) No --> go to INUSYR

(3) DK -->go to I NUSYR

(4) R -->go to I NUSYR
| NUSYR Wien did ... cone to live in the United States?

(1) YEAR 19

(2 years --> programmed exact year
verification

(3) DK

(4) R



